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REMARKS 

The Non-Final Office Action, mailed October 3, 2007, considered claims 1-44. Claims 1, 

3, 4, 6-10, 12, 13, 15, 18-23, 25, 26, 30-33, 35, 36, 39 and 41-44 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by Daniell et al. (US Pat. No.: 6,976,092 Bl). Claims 2, 11, 24, 34 
and 37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniell. Claims 5, 14, 
and 27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniell, in view of 
Kakuta et al. (US Pat. No.: 6,714,965 B2). Claims 16, 28, 29 and 38 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Daniell, in view of Odero et al. (US Pat. Publication 
No.: 2002/0070963 Al). Claims 17 and 40 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Daniell, in view of Cadiz et al. (US Pat. Publication No.: 2004/0235520 Al). 

By this response, claims 1, 3, 5, 9, 10, 12, 16, 23, 25, 28, 33, and 35 are amended. 
Claims 1-44 remain pending of which claims 1,10, 23, and 33 are the only independent claims at 
issue. 

The present invention is directed generally towards embodiments for providing a single 
application for tracking real-time and e-mail communications from diverse chat applications and 
e-mail providers. Contacts from these diverse communication providers are aggregated into one 
interface where information for each is provided such as status and the number of unread chats or 
emails received from the contact. Claim 1 illustrates one aspect of this invention. A global real- 
time communication data store is used to receive communication data from the various real-time 
and e-mail communication providers. This data store is queried to receive data corresponding to 
dynamically determined contacts. This data is displayed in a user interface such that an 
indication of unread chats or e-mails is given for at least one of the contacts displayed, (see fig. 

4, item 432c) Claim 10 is a computer program product claim with identical limitations to claim 
1. Claim 23 and its corresponding computer program product claim 33 contain similar 
limitations to claims 1 and 10. 

Independent claims 1,10, 23, and 33 were rejected as being anticipated by Daniell. In 
view of the current amendments, applicant submits that Daniell fails to teach each limitation of 
these claims. In addition, the remaining references (Kakuta, Odero, and Cadiz) used to reject 
some of the dependent claims fail to teach the limitations of these independent claims as 
currently amended. 
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Daniell teaches a method for aggregating various chat programs into one interface similar 
to how the method of the current application aggregates chat programs into one interface. 
However, Daniell is limited to chat programs; it does not teach the aggregation of e-mail data 
into the interface. Further, Daniell does not teach the display of an indication of unread 
messages and notifications. As shown in figure 4B, the display is limited to a contact listing by 
chat provider and an indication of availability. Therefore, Daniell fails to teach at least these two 
limitations. 

Kakuta teaches a method for providing an interface that is capable of saving information, 
such as contact e-mail address or fax number, from a chat contact's profile and then subsequently 
providing the user a way to communicate with the contact by using the saved information. For 
example, during a chat with a contact, the user's application would access the contact's profile 
and store that contact's email address. Then, the application would provide an e-mail option in 
association with that contact. When this option is selected within the application, the external e- 
mail application would be invoked to handle the further communication of the e-mail, (see col. 
15, 1. 37 through col. 16, 1. 2) However, Kakuta does not teach the use of a global data store for 
receiving real-time and e-mail communication data from various providers or the display of 
contacts associated with this data. Additionally, Kakuta does not teach the display of unread 
messages and notifications from the various contacts. 

Odero teaches a method for providing a browser toolbar to collect data from web pages. 
The relevant portion of this reference teaches the use of the toolbar to provide notification to the 
user of received and unread emails. The toolbar is linked to a single e-mail application. 
Therefore, Odero does not teach the use of a global data store for receiving real-time and e-mail 
communication data corresponding to diverse providers. Further, Odero does not display an 
indication of unread messages corresponding to individual contacts. The notification in Odero is 
limited to the existence of unread mail in general in the specified single provider. 

Cadiz was combined with Daniell in rejecting claims 17 and 40 under 103(a). However, 
Cadiz qualifies as prior art, if at all, only under section 102(e) because it has a publication date 
after the filing date of the current application. Furthermore, in view of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c), the 
use of this reference in the 103(a) rejection is improper because the subject matter of the 
reference and the current application was assigned or subject to an assignment to Microsoft 
Corp. (the assignee of the present application), at the time of the current invention. Accordingly, 
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Cadiz is disqualified as prior art for a §103 obviousness rejection in this case and such that all of 
the §103 rejections based on Cadiz are now moot. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the other rejections to the 
claims are now moot and therefore, any of the remaining rejections and assertions made, 
particularly with respect to all of the dependent claims, do not need to be addressed individually 
at this time. It will be appreciated, however, that this should not be construed as Applicant 
acquiescing to any of the purported teachings or assertions made in the last action regarding the 
cited art or the pending application, including any official notice, and particularly with regard to 
the dependent claims. 1 

For example, there are many limitations presented in the dependent claims that further 
distinguish the claims from the cited art, including, but not limited to the limitations presented in 
claims 3 and 12 wherein the method further comprises querying the global real-time 
communication data store for real-time and e-mail communication data corresponding to one or 
more contacts identified as pinned contacts for which display of the corresponding real-time and 
e-mail communication data is preferred; and displaying at least one of the one or more pinned 
contacts on the user interface generated by the contact tracking application. 



1 Instead, Applicant reserves the right to challenge any of the purported teachings or assertions made in the last 
action at any appropriate time in the future, should the need arise. Furthermore, to the extent that the Examiner has 
relied on any Official Notice, explicitly or implicitly, Applicant specifically requests that the Examiner provide 
references supporting any official notice taken. Furthermore, although the prior art status of the cited art is not being 
challenged at this time, other than Cadiz, Applicant reserves the right to challenge the prior art status of the cited art 
at any appropriate time, should it arise. Accordingly, any arguments and amendments made herein should not be 
construed as acquiescing to any prior art status of the cited art. 



Page 18 of 19 



Application No. 10/683,800 

Amendment "A" dated January 3, 2008 

Reply to Non-Final Office Action mailed October 3, 2007 



In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undersigned attorney at 801-533-9800. 

Dated this 3 rd day of January, 2008. 



Respectfully submitted, 




RICK D. NYDEGGER 
Registration No. 28,651 
JENS C. JENKINS 
Registration No. 44,803 
Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 47973 
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